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ABSTRACT 
This paper examines the role of actors in a 
participatory project, a case study of the glass-
bead traditional craft industry in rural Indonesia. 
The project aimed to unite and empower rural 
craftspeople with regard to their unique potential. 
The problems of empowering rural craftspeople 
were complicated, due to the interrelated aspect of 
rural community life, cultural and educational 
backgrounds, as well as the local political 
situation. However, through a comprehensive 
understanding of the community prior to the 
project and by maintaining the communication, 
craftspeople were engaged actively in the project 
by promoting the craft industry to local buyers. 
The researcher, other facilitators and the 
community leader gave supportive roles at the 
middle and the end stage of the project. 
INTRODUCTION 
There is increasing literature about participatory 
projects. However, studies found that some projects did 
not engage participants as active actors (Cooke and 
Kothari 2001, Gaventa 1993, Oakley 1995), criticizing 
the project as a means of an external agenda instead of 
an end. If a participatory project is a means, it will have 
no business with self-empowerment of participants. In 
this participatory type, participants engage as passive 
actors while an outsider agency took an active role in 
controlling and deciding the project. It raises the 
question of how a participatory researcher should 
work, so participants will actively engage in the 
project? 
A participatory project consists of several phases, such 
as initiation, problem formulation, method decision, 
project implementation and evaluation. Who takes an 
active role in each phase varies. In the beginning, the 
researcher usually takes an active role. In the end, the 
participant is supposed to be more active in planning 
and making decisions. However, there is little attention 
in the literature about the switching role of actors 
during the project. Therefore, this paper discusses how 
the role of the researcher, as well as other actors, 
changed during the participatory project. 
The author directly engaged in a participatory research 
with rural glass-bead craftspeople in Jombang, East 
Java, Indonesia.  The rapidly changing society, in the 
information and communication revolution, affects the 
existence of traditional craft industries in rural areas. 
Craft produced by the skillful work of traditional 
people was valuable, but now, with the development of 
technology, is easily imitated by machines in factories. 
Machines also enable diverse designs in high quantity 
products resulting in low cost production.  
As an irony to the rise of consumerism in the 
postmodern society where people put greater attention 
to uniqueness and willingness to pay more as an 
appreciation of cultural production, rural craftspeople 
suffer from their survival. Craftspeople take no 
advantage from the rise of consumerism. 
THE CASE : JOMBANG TRADITIONAL 
GLASS-BEAD CRAFT INDUSTRY 
The glass-bead craft industry in Jombang Regency 
began in 1974. It was initiated by 3 local craftspeople 
of Plumbon-Gambang Village, Gudo District, Jombang 
Regency, East Java, Indonesia. The craftspeople treat 
wasted glass obtained from local scavengers or 
manufacturers into beads. The wasted glass is melted, 
then formed into glass sticks using a very high heat. 
The glass stick is then heated, encircles a metal stick 
coated by kaolin (the white silica clay of fine particle 
size) to ease the removal process of the heated glass-
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bead from the metal stick. The pattern and shape of the 
glass-bead is formed during this process. 
 
Figure 1: Craft person making a glass-bead (source: author) 
Initially, craftspeople produced beads to be placed in a 
ring base. Later, the beads were mainly produced as 
replicas of ancient beads, souvenirs, or accessories, 
such as necklaces, bracelets, brooches, earrings or 
belts. The main market for replica ancient beads is the 
tribes of Borneo (Kalimantan) and Lombok while 
others are mainly sold to traders in Bali (Indonesia) as 
loose beads.  
Bali is the main entrance for Indonesian international 
tourism, and as such a strategic market destination for 
craft traders. The beginning of the 2000s saw the beads 
exposed to world fashion, creating significant 
demand for glass-beads from Bali. To meet this 
increased demand a few founders of the glass-bead 
craft industries in Jombang employed their family and 
relatives as craft workers. Thereby growing the 
industry rapidly reaching a peak of 200 craft industries 
not only in Plumbon-Gambang village, but also in its 
six surrounding villages. The industry involved around 
a thousand craftspeople. Villagers who initially worked 
as farmers became craftspeople because this 
occupation could give a better income.   
The expertise of Jombang craftspeople as glass-bead 
makers began to be recognized internationally with the 
product selling well in Bali and evidenced by the 
orders from many countries such as USA, Australia, 
England, Italy and Japan. A few young well-educated 
craftspeople received overseas orders directly by 
online-trading, while others were through Bali traders. 
Foreign buyers kept repeating orders because Jombang 
craftspeople were able to create a complicated shape 
and pattern of beads with no minimum quantity order. 
The craftspeople also provided a custom design 
service, enabling a greater possibility of uniqueness.  
However, as is the case of fashion trends, in the late 
2000s, the bead was no longer exposed, and the 
demand gradually decreased. At the same time, the 
increasing numbers of craft businesses who sold their 
product in the same destination caused the market to 
become immediately saturated. This situation caused 
some craftspeople to use the strategy of slamming bead 
prices for a quick return of investment and caused the 
bead price inevitably to fall in the market. The internal 
competition among craftspeople was unavoidable. This 
internal competition, along with external situation 
caused only a few craft industries to survive today.   
The local government became aware of the difficulties 
of the craftspeople and cooperated with local 
institutions to provide advisory programs to influence 
the business performance of craft business, such as 
management, marketing, design and safety issues. Most 
programs were delivered as short-term training while 
others were supports for joining a local / national 
exhibition and study excursion. 
Despite efforts to improve the business performance of 
the craft industry, the programs were not necessarily 
effective. Primarily because programs were mainly 
decided and designed by a government agency or 
outsiders. It seems they overlooked the craftspeople’s 
self-help potential. 
THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 
The idea of optimizing the self-help potential of 
participants is in line with the aim of participatory 
research. Instead of transferring knowledge, 
participatory research aims to engage participants to 
produce their own knowledge (McTaggart 1991, Park 
1993) through a collaboration mechanism (Kemmis 
and McTaggart 2008). The collaboration should result 
in a collective action (Kindon et al. 2007). In addition, 
participatory research assists participants to increase 
their self-determination (Kindon et al. 2007). 
PHASE OF PARTICIPATORY RESEARCH AND ROLE 
OF THE RESEARCHER 
The role of a participatory researcher is essential in the 
success of a participatory project (Mayoux, 2001 as 
cited in Dearden and Rizvi 2008, Park 1993). A 
participatory researcher should become part of the 
community and work collaboratively to achieve a 
better life for the community (Park 1993).  Studies 
suggest that the researcher should have an interpersonal 
(Park 1993, Dearden and Rizvi 2008) and political 
(Park 1993) skill reflected on their behaviour and 
attitudes. Chambers (1994) suggested  that 
participatory researcher as a facilitator must achieve 
and maintain trust, always show interest and respect for 
what participants say and do, act with transparency, be 
patient, not rush, “handing over the stick” and be self-
critically aware (Chambers 1994). In addition, such 
attitudes like being humble (Chambers 1994), 
optimistic, sociable, collaborative, mavericks/heretics 
(Kindon, et.al 2007), honest (Chambers 1994) and 
confident (Dearden et al. 2010) are also crucial. 
Leeuwis stated that a facilitator must have credibility, 
charisma, influence and trustworthiness (Leeuwis 
2000). 
A participatory researcher may be an outsider with 
expertise related to the problem faced by the 
community. They may be a representative of an 
external agency (Pretty 1994) who will act as a 
convenor (Chambers 1994), motivator (Dearden et al. 
2010),  catalyst (Chambers 1994), organisator (Park 
1993) or facilitator (Chambers 1994, Park 1993, 
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Dearden and Rizvi 2008) for the community. A 
participatory researcher will work “with” the 
participants rather than “for” the participant. 
The role of the researcher and how they work with 
participant in a participatory research must be 
examined. Scholars aware of the number of studies 
using the term “participation”, avoid misuse of the 
spirit of a participatory approach, by proposing 
comparison between a real or ideal participation to a 
weak or pseudo participation (White 1996, Dearden 
and Rizvi 2008, Michener 1998). Who takes an active 
role, initiates the method and make decisions will 
determine the quality of a participatory project. Work 
“with” participants means that a participant must not 
only be involved in a project, but also participate as 
active actors who have ownership of the production of 
knowledge and improvement of practice (McTaggart 
1991). 
SOME MODELS OF PARTICIPATORY RESEARCH 
Two of the models of participatory research are 
decision-making and negotiation model (Leeuwis 
2000), and most of studies refer to the decision-making 
model which emphasizes problem solving. Inspired by 
Habermas theory about communicative action 
(Habermas 1970), researchers later proposed the 
negotiation model to avoid the silence or exclusion of 
some community voices (Daniels and Walker 1996, 
Scoones and Thompson 1994: as cited in Leeuwis 
2000, Engle 1995). This model is not intended to solve 
problems. Instead, focusing on social learning during 
the process (Leeuwis 2000). This process to ensure 
people will act in a ‘communicatively rational manner’ 
(Leeuwis 2000). However it is complicated, and in 
some cases it may be a utopia.  
This research refers to the decision-making 
participatory model intended to seek ways to solve a 
problem. Although methodological studies in the 
participatory field usually avoid prescription as it may 
overlook the unique potential of the context, it is 
generally includes the phases of: initiation (Chambers 
1992, Park 1993, Knop and Knop 1985), problem 
formulation (Park 1993, Chambers 1992), deciding 
method (Park 1993, Chambers 1992), project 
implementation and evaluation (Knop and Knop 1985). 
These phases may be done iteratively, depending on 
the context. 
PHASES OF DECISION-MAKING PARTICIPATORY 
MODEL 
The initiation phase is the preliminary phase of a 
participatory project. In this phase a participatory 
researcher may face a complex problem which needs 
intervention by an outsider (Park 1993). The critical 
issue of this phase is whether the researcher is accepted 
by the community and gains legitimacy to conduct  
participatory research. However, achieving community 
acceptance is not easy for an outsider aiming to change 
people’s life. The community may be suspicious due to 
unsuccessful previous programs by other agencies. 
Therefore, prior knowledge about the community,   
living on site, and participating in community life are 
necessary to achieve community acceptance.  
Nevertheless, being accepted in a community is not a 
guarantee that members will engage in the project. A 
participatory researcher must act as an organiser (Park 
1993) to invite members to hold a community meeting. 
This enables members to express their willingness to 
join the project as participants, and when it happens, a 
good sign the participatory project could be successful.  
The next phase is engaging participants to identify and 
formulate their problems. In this phase the researcher 
acts as a resource who help participants to define, 
decide the scope and explore problems dimensions 
(Park 1993). When the problem has been formulated, 
researcher will act as a facilitator who plays a role of 
presenting the methodological option to the group. 
However, the unique feature of a participatory project, 
namely the “dialogue” (Park 1993), must be 
maintained carefully to ensure every voice is 
considered when making decisions. 
Despite the ideal principles of a participatory project, 
there is potential misuse. Firstly, the role of a facilitator 
is sometimes too strong. Kapoor (2002) warned that a 
facilitator may have a discretionary power (i.e. 
intervening in discussions, taking sides for and against 
participants) and superior expertise that exposes to 
potential abuse and corruption. Secondly, the project 
may be sponsored by an external agency, who imposes 
external-goals to benefit from people’s participation 
(Oakley 1995). Third, due to the external goals, ‘a real 
transfer of ownership of knowledge may not have 
occurred’ (Gaventa 1993). These limitations can take a 
participatory project into another form of exploitation 
and tyranny (Cooke and Kothari 2001).  
Therefore, to avoid a "false participation", the role of a 
participatory researcher must be examined further, in 
particular how the shift in roles took place from the 
beginning to the end of the project. 
METHOD 
This participatory project for rural craftspeople was 
conducted in 2011 and 2012. In 2011, the program 
began with an ethnographic study, then designed in 
collaboration with a group of craftspeople. There were 
4 design students from a local institution who 
collaborated as facilitators (Zulaikha and Brereton 
2012).  
The project scope was broadened in the following year, 
by involving the community from many groups. The  
phases of the project included initiation, problem 
formulation, method decision, implementation, and 
evaluation. It began with community meetings and 
finally resulted in glass-bead making workshops as a 
project implementation. 
INITIATION, PROBLEM FORMULATION, METHOD 
DECISION 
The initiation phase through ethnographic study 
uncovered implicit grouping as a consequence of the 
local political situation in the village. Facilitating the 
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collaboration process amid the local political situation 
means gaining trust. Therefore, the researcher 
approached community leaders and then had an 
opportunity to speak at a community event. 
Community leaders are prominent craft owners and 
heads of the glass-bead craft association. Through the 
support of community leaders, there were community 
meetings conducted in a weekly basis for two months. 
Community meetings were attended by craftspeople 
from different groups and included workshops and 
discussions.  
There were 2 design students and 2 fresh-graduate 
design alumni from a local institution and 2 
professional designers who acted as facilitators in 
addition to the researcher. Facilitators assisted 
craftspeople to address their main problems, recognize 
the strength of the craft industry and share ideas in an 
informal setting. Brainstorming and mind-mapping 
techniques, along with a SWOT (Strength-
Weaknesses-Opportunity-Threat) analysis, led to the 
idea that the strength of the industry lies in the 
attractiveness of the bead making process from waste 
glass into ready-to-weave beads.  
Some craftspeople claimed they had experiences of 
demonstrating their bead making expertise to 
institutions and exhibitions. Other craftspeople 
mentioned schools came to the site to learn the process 
of making bead. However, these activities did not 
happen regularly, nor frequently. Students or other 
spectators indicated great enthusiasm for the bead-
making-show, they usually ended up buying huge 
numbers of beads after the show. However, 
craftspeople did not used it as an innovative way to 
develop their business. 
Based on these facts, and to promote the craft industry, 
participants began to focus on the idea of exhibiting 
their bead making expertise. Facilitators and 
participants then discussed in detail about the bead-
making-show program. Later, 9 craftspeople agreed to 
arrange workshops where skilled craftspeople not only 
showed their expertise, but also gave an opportunity for 
students to try making beads. The workshop would also 
be filled with presentations about beads as cultural 
artifacts, entrepreneurship insights and creative 
thinking. 
The community then discussed how to identify the 
steps to organize glass bead workshops and announced 
the plan to rural communities to ensure every crafts 
person was well-informed. This would avoid jealousy 
about involvement in the project. Other important 
issues included distribution of tasks, funding sources, 
deciding prospective schools for pilot projects and 
setting up a safe temporary work-station design which 
used fire.  
Craftspeople and facilitators discussed the strength of 
each person and how to collaborate to enable the 
project to succeed. Craftspeople shared tasks of 
providing tools and materials while facilitators assisted 
in drawing up the proposal and contacting schools and 
media to promote the event. Facilitators also created 
banners, a backdrop and flyers as promotional tools for 
the event. 
PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION: GLASS-BEAD-MAKING 
WORKSHOP TO HIGH SCHOOLS  
Facilitators and craftspeople collaboratively conducted 
bead making workshops to 4 high schools of which a 
total of 150 students participated. Each took 3 hours. 
There were presentations, a demonstration and glass-
bead-making tutorial. The enthusiasm of high school 
students and teachers about workshops was a good sign 
that increased industry awareness. Moreover, students 
became part of the target markets and prospective 
networks for the craft industry in the future. Some high 
schools offered long-term cooperation to craftspeople 
to help students enrich their entrepreneurial skills. 
 
Figure 2. High school students learning to make a glass-bead, tutored 
by craftspeople (source: author) 
EVALUATION 
Rural craftspeople expressed enthusiasm in finding a 
way to promote their business, obtaining an alternative 
job as a workshop tutor and having the opportunity to 
share knowledge with design and high school students. 
This project also rebuilt the relationships among 
craftspeople across groups in the community, and the 
way students appreciated the craftspeople’s expertise in 
making bead raised the confidence of craftspeople.  
Despite its initial success, this project should be 
continue in order to build a significant effect 
throughout the broader community. Due to the fact that 
the rural craftspeople had minimal experience in 
organizing an event, the assistance of facilitators was 
essential.  The project needs more resources and it will 
take a longer time to “hand over the stick” to the 
craftspeople themselves. 
THE SWITCHING ROLE OF THE ACTORS 
This case presents the notion that the role of actors in a 
participatory project switches during the project. Figure 
3 shows that at the beginning of the project participants 
were passive actors, but at the end, they played active 
roles.  
During the initiation phase, the researcher took an 
active role to explore information, approach 
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community leaders for support, and engage participants 
to join the project. Community leaders gave support by 
inviting participants as well as to organizing the 
meeting.  
Figure 3. Involvement of actors in the steps of an activity 
In the next steps of the project, problem formulation 
and method decision, all actors categorized into a 
supportive role. Provided techniques were to encourage 
participants to share their thoughts about current 
problems while community leaders gave feedback and 
added important issues, according to their experience.  
Craftspeople took active roles in the project 
implementation phase as they knew their own 
capabilities very well. Facilitators supported the event 
by optimizing promotional materials. As a result, the 
event was held in a professional way. Community 
leaders were indirectly involved in the event by gave 
suggestions and feedback. 
THE ROLE OF A PARTICIPATORY 
RESEARCHER AND FACILITATORS 
This study suggests there are three essential tasks for 
facilitators: to maintain communication, engage the 
bottom-up decision making process and boost the 
project. 
MAINTAIN THE COMMUNICATION 
The implicit grouping in the community lead to the 
strategy of targeting influential people in each group. 
Maintaining a careful and neutral attitude during 
communication is critical, as each group could have 
expressed a disliked for a particular group, and an 
awareness of sensitive issues was necessary so that 
tension among groups about price, market, and design 
did not occur. 
Giving attention to private or family issues was helpful 
in achieving the closeness feeling of participants. This 
situation frequently happened during face-to-face 
interaction, because a rural community has an inter-
related or integrated aspect (Kerr 1991). Discussing 
business leads unavoidably to a family issue, and it is 
also the sign that craftspeople begin to trust the 
researcher. The researcher must respect to this trust, 
and not only focus on the research topic.  
The mode of communication used during the project 
also contributed to the succeess of the program. Face-
to-face communication raised a better feeling of 
closeness and trust between the facilitator and 
participants. Nevertheless, face-to-face communication 
along with the use of SMS in a simple sentence (to 
inform, invite, resume and organize coordination) 
enhanced project collaboration. 
Overall, the important issues in maintaining 
communication is respecting the sensitive issues in the 
community. Understanding this enabled the facilitator 
to build trust and close relationships. Once trust was 
established, so too was the way to engage bottom-up 
decision making as well as organize the next meeting 
agendas. 
ENGAGING BOTTOM-UP DECISION MAKING 
Despite the benefit of bottom-up decision making, the 
way to achieve it is complicated (Bebbington 2006). 
Facilitators must ensure that participants have the 
enthusiasm to share ideas as well as avoid ‘free-ride’ 
problem1. Otherwise, craftspeople tend to be passive, 
possibly because of their cultural background, limited 
knowledge, or local political situation.  
The enthusiasm to share ideas depends on the 
participant’s view of the future and level of comfort in 
the situation to speak. The more optimistic view of the 
future, the more ideas were raised. Craftspeople 
willingly tended to speak in informal situations. So the 
facilitator provided games and organized discussions in 
such settings. 
The role of community leaders as patrons, who are 
respected person by craftspeople, became influential. 
When one of these patrons was speaking, everybody 
would  likely agree and follow his suggestion. 
Therefore, to make participants think and avoid 
domination, the facilitator usually repeated the 
statement of the patron, but turning it into a question. 
This strategy was also applied when the facilitator gave 
suggestions. All suggestions were delivered as 
questions. Instead of insisting on people agreeing with 
the idea, the facilitator must ensure there is a chance 
for craftspeople to express their view.  
Once a participant feels comfortable with a facilitator, 
they will begin to talk and share ideas. Otherwise, all 
ideas will come from facilitators and not necessarily 
reflect participant needs. 
BOOST THE PROJECT 
The term ‘boost’ in this paper has no correlation to 
rush. Project acceleration was needed when a boredom 
and stagnancy situation occurred caused by a 
pessimistic situation. This pessimistic situation could 
make  participants reluctant to come to the next 
meeting.  
An insightful and motivating facilitator therefore was 
needed to overcome that stagnancy. Besides having 
                                                          
1 Olson identified a ‘free-ride’ problem as an issue of working in a 
group, when some people try to get much benefit with less 
contribution (Olson 1965 cited in Beard and Dasgupta 2006).  
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interpersonal and political skills, the facilitator’s 
educational background in the design field was an 
advantage to boost the project and optimize the 
potency of the craftspeople.  The facilitator’s view was 
an input for discussion rather than merely being 
adopted as a decision.  
CONCLUSION 
There are crucial issues when facilitating a 
participatory project. The interpersonal and political 
skill of the researcher and facilitator is significant in 
maintaining communication and engaging bottom-up 
decision making. Then the facilitator’s background and 
expertise accelerated the project. Last, this study 
supported previous theories that a participatory 
researcher acts as a convenor, motivator, catalysator, 
organizator and facilitator, and the roles were shifted 
during the project. Once participants already became 
enthusiastic about the project, the researcher should 
change their role into a supportive actor and ensure that 
participants are able to decide the output. 
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